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Iran’s Nuclear Challenge – U.S. Policy Options 
 

Attached is a paper, published on January 23, 2006, by the Committee on the Present 
Danger,1 which outlines U.S. policy options in response to Iran’s drive to build a nuclear 
weapon.   
 
Timeline Update  
 

Iran has continually defied the international community’s demands that Iran cease its 
nuclear weapons program.2  For example, on January 10, 2006, Iran removed the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (“IAEA”) seals on the nuclear equipment at the Natanz facility for the 
purpose of resuming uranium enrichment activities.3  In response, the EU-3 (i.e., Britain, France, 
and Germany) on January 12, 2006 declared its negotiations with Iran to have reached a “dead 
end.”   
 

The IAEA Board of Governors once again took up the matter of Iran’s actions at its 
February meeting.  At the conclusion of the February 4, 2006 meeting, the Board of Governors 
adopted a resolution by a vote of 27-3 to request the IAEA Director-General to convey, 
immediately after the March IAEA Board of Governors meeting, a report to the United Nations 
Security Council pertaining to Iran’s implementation of prior IAEA resolutions.  For example, at 
the September 2005 Board meeting, the IAEA adopted a resolution that found Iran to be in non-
compliance with its obligations under its NPT Safeguards Agreement and called upon Iran to 
                                                 
1 The Committee on the Present Danger emerged in the 1950s as a bipartisan education and advocacy organization.  
During the Cold War, the Committee’s mission was to raise awareness of the threat to America’s safety and build 
support for an assertive policy to promote the security of the United States.  Today, radical Islamists similarly 
threaten America’s safety, and the Committee is dedicated to protecting and expanding democracy by supporting 
policies aimed at winning the global war against terrorism and the movements and ideologies that drive it.  Senators 
Kyl and Lieberman are honorary Co-Chairmen of the Committee.     
2 For a detailed historical recount of Iran’s clandestine nuclear program, see Senate Republican Policy Committee, 
Addressing Iran’s Nuclear Challenge, Sept. 6, 2005, available at 
http://rpc.senate.gov/_files/Sept0605AddressingIranDF.pdf.  
3 See Report by the Director General, Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement in the Islamic Republic of 
Iran, ¶¶ 41-42, IAEA Doc. No. GOV/2006/15 (Feb. 27, 2006); IAEA Board of Governors Resolution, 
Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement in the Islamic Republic of Iran, ¶ 4, IAEA Doc. No. 
GOV/2006/14 (Feb. 4, 2006). 
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observe such commitments.4  Iran’s non-compliance included its failures to report possession, 
processing, and use of nuclear material, or declare facilities where such material had been 
processed and stored.5  On February 27, 2006, IAEA Director-General Mohammed ElBaradei 
published the report he was to deliver to the IAEA Board of Governors meeting on March 6, 
2006.6   
 

The United States believes that the use of the word “report” in the February resolution is 
purposeful because the governing statute of the IAEA requires the IAEA Director-General to 
“report” non-compliance with Safeguards Agreements to the Board of Governors.7  The Board is 
then to call upon the state in non-compliance “to remedy forthwith any non-compliance,” and the 
Board “shall report the non-compliance . . . to the Security Council and General Assembly of the 
United Nations.”8  In this regard, there is no further action that is required at the March Board of 
Governors meeting for Iran to be reported to the Security Council immediately after the meeting, 
just as the text of the February resolution states.  The requirements already have been met for the 
reporting to go forward. 
 

Secretary Rice stated that, under the IAEA resolution, Iran “must suspend enrichment-
related and reprocessing activities, cooperate fully with the IAEA, and return to the negotiating 
process based on the previously agreed terms.”9  As President Bush and Secretary Rice have both 
emphasized, this is not the end of diplomacy, but merely the next step.  The international 
community has a role to play in this matter, and the Committee on the Present Danger paper 
provides policy options for the United States to effectuate the goals of the IAEA resolutions.   
 
Legislative Initiatives  

 
There are also various relevant legislative proposals making their way through Congress 

that address the Iran matter.    

The Iran Freedom and Support Act reauthorizes expiring Iran sanctions. 
 

The Iran Freedom and Support Act (“IFSA”)10 permanently reauthorizes the Iran-Libya 
Sanctions Act (“ILSA”),11 which is scheduled to expire in August 2006.12  The attached 
                                                 
4 IAEA Board of Governors Resolution, Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement in the Islamic Republic 
of Iran, ¶¶ 1, 5, IAEA Doc. No. GOV/2005/77 (Sept. 24, 2005). 
5 Id. at ¶ (d). 
6 IAEA Director General Report, ¶ 5. 
7 IAEA Statute Art. XII(C). 
8 Id. (emphasis added). 
9 Condoleezza Rice, Statement of the Secretary of State regarding the IAEA Board Resolution on Iran, Feb. 4, 2006. 
10 Senator Santorum introduced the Iran Freedom and Support Act (“IFSA”), S. 333, on February 9, 2005, and the 
bill was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.  The bill now has 46 cosponsors.   
Representative Ileana Ros-Lehtinen introduced the House companion bill, H.R. 282, on January 6, 2005.  It was 
referred to the Committee on International Relations Subcommittee on the Middle East and Central Asia.  On April 
13, 2005, the subcommittee marked the bill and reported it to the full committee by voice vote.  The bill is now 
pending before the full committee, and it has 342 cosponsors.  
11 Iran-Libya Sanctions Act (“ILSA”), Pub. L. No. 104-172, 110 Stat. 1541 (1996). 
12 S. 333, § 204.  ILSA was passed with a provision that sunset the bill on August 5, 2001. In August 2001, ILSA 
was renewed for a five-year period.  ILSA Extension Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-24, 115 Stat. 199.  
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Committee on the Present Danger paper discusses the options for invoking and applying the 
ILSA sanctions regime in this situation.  

In addition to reauthorizing ILSA, IFSA declares that it should be the policy of the 
United States to support democratization efforts in Iran.  The bill then outlines various 
democracy promotion activities that Congress advocates.  It authorizes the President to provide 
assistance to eligible groups that support democracy and advocate nonproliferation in Iran, 
encourages the President to appoint a special assistant on Iranian matters, and encourages an 
intensification of efforts to halt the nuclear weapons program of Iran, including efforts to end the 
supply of nuclear components or fuel to Iran.  The bill then authorizes $10 million in 
appropriations to carry out such activities.13  In the pending supplemental request, the President 
has requested $75 million for democracy promotion activities in Iran. 

The Iran & Syria Nonproliferation Enforcement Act further strengthens  
the sanctions regime. 

The Iran and Syria Nonproliferation Enforcement Act14 is another measure to strengthen 
the sanctions regime against Iran, by amending the Iran and Syria Nonproliferation Act.15  The 
original Iran and Syria Nonproliferation Act authorized the President to apply sanctions against 
entities that assist Iran’s WMD or missile programs.  The amendment requires the President to 
apply such sanctions, for not less than two years, against such entities.  It further requires the 
President to sanction any entity that controls the entity that transferred assistance to Iran’s WMD 
or missile programs, i.e., the parent company.  Moreover, the amendment expands the types of 
sanctions that are available to the President in this situation.  For example, it prohibits any new 
U.S. investment in or financing of entities and their parent companies that support Iran’s WMD 
or missile programs.  Finally, the Iran and Syria Nonproliferation Enforcement Act provides 
detail to the President’s authority to waive the mandatory sanctions for national security reasons.  
Most notably, the President must provide a written justification to relevant Congressional 
committees describing the entity that the waiver is to be applied to and the rationale supporting 
such a waiver. 

Conclusion  

The Administration should seriously consider the policy options advocated in the 
Committee on the Present Danger paper, which is attached, and Congress should pass the various 
legislative initiatives to strengthen the sanctions regime against Iran. 

 

                                                 
13 S. 333, § 303(g). 
14 Senators Feingold and Kyl introduced the Iran and Syria Nonproliferation Enforcement Act, S. 2279, on February 
14, 2006, and the bill was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.   
15 Section four of the Iran Nonproliferation Amendments Act of 2005, Pub. L. No. 109-112, 119 Stat. 2366, 2369, 
amended the original Iran Nonproliferation Act of 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-178, 114 Stat. 38, to make the Act 
applicable to Syria. 














